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REPLY BRIEF 

In response to the Examiner's Answer mailed on March 3, 2009, Appellants respectfully 
submits the following remarks. 
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REMARKS 

Appellants are submitting the following remarks in response to the Examiner's Answer. 
In these remarks. Appellants are addressing certain arguments presented in the Examiner's 
Answer. While only certain arguments are addressed in this Reply Brief, this should not be 
construed that Appellants agree with the other arguments presented in the Examiner's Answer. 

Response to Response to Argument in Examiner's Answer 

First, Appellants understand the Examiner's Answer to assert that "the Appellant's 
definition of 'independently processable components' is as follows: 'independently identifiable 
components that can be independently (e.g. separately) encrypted/decrypted, encoded/decoded 
and authenticated'. It is the examiner's understanding of the current claim language that as long 
as the content components can be encrypted/decrypted independently, they can be considered 
independently processable components " (Examiner's Answer; page 7, lines 3-7). Appellants 
respectfully disagree. 

Appellants note that independent Claim 1 recites "accessing transcodable content that 
comprises independently processable components to be encrypted: and encrypting at least one of 
said independently processable components to provide independently processable components 
which are independently decryptable " (emphasis added). Independent Claims 12 and 24 include 
similar embodiments. 

Appellants note that the assertion in the Examiner's Answer that "independently 
identifiable components that can be independently (e.g. separately) encrypted/decrypted" is not 
supported by the claim language because Claim 1 specifically recites "independently processable 
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components to be encrypted '' (emphasis added). Moreover, Claim 1 distinguishes between 
"independently processable components" and "independently processable components which are 
independently dccrvptable " (emphasis added). Therefore, the assertion that "as long as the 
content components can be encrypted/decrypted independently, they can be considered 
independently processable components" is not supported by the claims. 

Second, Appellants understand the Examiner's Answer to assert that "it is clear from 
appellant's definition that processing is intended to mean encrypting/decrypting" (Examiner's 
Answer; page 7, lines 16-17). Appellants respectfully disagree. As presented above. Claim 1 
distinguishes between "independently processable components" and "independently processable 
components which are independently decryptable " (emphasis added). Therefore, Appellants 
respectfully submit that the assertion that "it is clear from appellant's definition that processing is 
intended to mean encrypting/decrypting" is not supported by the claims. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the above remarks. Appellants continue to assert that pending Claims 1-34 are 
patentable over the asserted art as the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) do not satisfy the 
requirements of a prima facie case of obviousness, for reasons presented above and for reasons 
previously presented in the Appeal Brief. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Wagner Blecher LLP 



Dated: Mav 4, 2009 /John P. Wagner, Jr./ 

John P. Wagner, Jr. 
Registration Number: 35,398 

Wagner Blecher LLP 
123 Westridge Drive 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
(408) 377-0500 
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